^ANKARA'S ADVAITA
entiates between the two, saying that the phenomenal world
has pragmatic validity, while the illusory has none. It should,
however, be noted that the differentia is not precise enough, as
sometimes the illusory object too has influence on our practical
life, and this is recognized even by the advaitin. No exact dif-
ferentia is discovered even in Western philosophy. The advaitin
calls the illusory existence pratibhasikasatta or seeming existence,
the phenomena vydvaharikasatta or pragmatic existence, and the
final truth pdramdrthikasatfa or true existence. However, there
is something of the pragmatic even in the illusory object, and
hence a clearer differentiation between the two seems to be
necessary.
If now both ,the illusory and phenomena are self-contradictory
and not true existence, then, so far as they are contradictory, the
advaitin seems to be right in calling them both mithya. And the
practice of the Western philosophers of relegating the illusory
to absolute non-existence seems to be logically and epistemo-
logically unjustified. For, the non-existent or the asat is what is
merely imaginary, and is never experienced, unlike illusion, as
existing. But illusion is a different kind of experience from
imagination. And as the distinction between existence and what
only appears to be existent has to be drawn from the side of,
and within the knowledge of existence, both these have to be
treated as different from non-existence or imaginary existence.
None can deny that the object of illusion is experienced as an
object, while the imaginary one is known to be purely subjective.
None is afraid of the king cobra, if imagined; but one is frightened,
if it is an object of illusion. The objects of imagination too may
be called objects, as they are there before our minds. But so far
as logic and epistemology are concerned, we do and have to draw
a distinction between them on the one hand, and the objects that
we perceive on the other. Otherwise, the two sciences will be
deprived of their very foundations; for them, even the objects
of imagination will be said to have existence. Hence the words
true, real, and existent must mean the same in logic and epis-
temology. These two sciences deal with true existence and false
existence. And these two kinds of existence are differentiated
within the sphere of things which are experienced as existent.
In this sphere, non-existence -has no place. We never raise the
question of the true or false existence of a man's horn. Non-
existence forms the limit below which the logic cannot go. It must
101